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Abstract

This work presents a novel data-driven multi-layered planning and control framework for the safe navigation of a
class of unmanned ground vehicles (UGVs) in the presence of unknown stationary obstacles and additive modeling
uncertainties. The foundation of this framework is a novel robust model predictive planner, designed to generate op-
timal collision-free trajectories given an occupancy grid map, and a paired ancillary controller, augmented to provide
robustness against model uncertainties extracted from learning data.

To tackle modeling discrepancies, we identify both matched (input discrepancies) and unmatched model residuals
between the true and the nominal reduced-order models using closed-loop tracking errors as training data. Utilizing
conformal prediction, we extract probabilistic upper bounds for the unknown model residuals, which serve to con-
struct a robustifying ancillary controller. Further, we also determine maximum tracking discrepancies, also known as
the robust control invariance tube, under the augmented policy, formulating them as collision buffers. Employing a
LiDAR-based occupancy map to characterize the environment, we construct a discrepancy-aware cost map that in-
corporates these collision buffers. This map is then integrated into a sampling-based model predictive path planner
that generates optimal and safe trajectories that can be robustly tracked by the augmented ancillary controller in the
presence of model mismatches.

The effectiveness of the framework is experimentally validated for autonomous high-speed trajectory tracking in
a cluttered environment with four different vehicle-terrain configurations. We also showcase the framework’s versa-
tility by reformulating it as a driver-assist program, providing collision avoidance corrections based on user joystick
commands.

Keywords: Robust Planning, Safety-Critical Planning, Conformal Prediction, Risk-Aware Control, Model Predictive
Path Integral, Uncertainty Quantification

1. Introduction

Safety is a critical requirement for autonomous
exploration of complex environments by unmanned
ground vehicles (UGVs) which have a wide range of
applications such as agriculture [1], search and rescue
[2], package delivery [3], and mining [4]. Specifically,
providing collision avoidance guarantees when navigat-
ing in unknown and unstructured environments poses
unique challenges, such as model mismatches induced
by the complex environments [5, 6] and incomplete ob-
stacle descriptions [7, 8] in the case of a priori unknown
environment maps. Systematic and provable probabilis-
tic frameworks for UGV traversal are needed to provide
safety guarantees in such complex scenarios.

Despite the increasing complexity of UGVs and their

deployment in diverse terrains, reduced-order models
are commonly employed for vehicle planning and con-
trol design [9, 10, 11]. However, a planning and control
framework that relies on these models must be robusti-
fied against disturbances (e.g. to account for the residual
difference between the reduced-order and true models)
to guarantee safe and reliable traversal. This paper in-
troduces a data-driven technique to provide these guar-
antees even in the presence of a simplified (still under-
actuated) vehicle model with matched and unmatched
model uncertainties [12, 13, 14].

Our method augments the vehicle’s controller using
learned dynamic discrepancies and applies rigorous un-
certainty quantification to provide provably safe opera-
tion. Example model discrepancies include wheel slip-
ping and skidding, ignored actuation dynamics, and
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Figure 1: (Top) An overview of our three-step procedure, summarizes the safety-critical framework: (1) offline data-driven model
discrepancy identification and learning, (2) augmentation of the control policy based on the learned upper bounds and the associated
collision buffers, and (3) a discrepancy-aware MPPI algorithm provides receding-horizon safe trajectory and input pairs. (Bottom)
snapshots of the UGV movement in high-speed trajectory tracking in a cluttered environment, given unsafe desired trajectories.

communication delays.
The proposed framework automatically learns an up-

per bound on model residuals from data and system-
atically calculates the corresponding collision buffers
needed to provide guaranteed probabilistic safe naviga-
tion of UGV systems in unknown and cluttered environ-
ments. This feature largely eliminates the “hand tuning”
of the underlying planner and controller that is normally
required for simplified models.

Our framework consists of the following contribu-
tions (see Fig. 1):

1. Data-Driven Discrepancy Identification: Using
conformal prediction [15], we extract a probabilis-
tic upper bound of matched (controllable input)
discrepancies and unmatched discrepancies from
training data, without any assumptions on the dis-
crepancy distributions.

2. Controller Augmentation: The identified upper
bounds are then used to augment the vehicle’s
nominal ancillary controller to ensure closed-loop
stabilizability and robustness against uncertainties.

3. Collision Buffer Construction: To ensure safety
given model uncertainties, we deduce a maximum
trajectory tracking deviation of the closed-loop
system under the augmented controller. This colli-
sion buffer delineates the boundaries within which
the system can operate safely, despite mismatches
between the nominal and true vehicle models.

4. Discrepancy-Aware Planner: A discrepancy-
aware cost map is constructed from the identified
collision buffer and a sensory-derived occupancy
map. This cost map can be seamlessly used with
Model Predictive Path Integral (MPPI) to generate
optimal finite-horizon trajectories that provably ad-
here to a user-chosen risk tolerance.

The effectiveness of the proposed framework
is demonstrated via hardware experiments on a
differential-driven ground vehicle under four different
vehicle and terrain configurations. Additionally, we
adapted the proposed framework to provide collision
avoidance for a human-in-the-loop driver assistance ap-
plication.

1.1. Related Work

Prior research has studied the impact of unmod-
eled disturbances on vehicle planning and control using
frameworks such as input-to-state safe control [16, 17]
and risk-aware control [18, 19]. However, these meth-
ods often assume a priori model knowledge or require
a minimum understanding of the disturbances’ mag-
nitudes or distributions. Bayesian Optimization and
Reinforcement Learning methods can bypass the un-
certainty or model identification steps, directly learn-
ing risk-aware control policies in a model-free fash-
ion [20, 21]. These approaches still come with the as-
sumption of a priori knowledge of the disturbances, or
that they can be sampled. More recently, the union of
Neural Networks with adaptive control [22] has demon-
strated remarkable tracking improvements in drone con-
trol given unknown residual dynamics. However, the
theoretical robustness guarantees in [22] rely on knowl-
edge of wind disturbance upper bounds, and they do not
consider obstacles.

A learned control policy can be combined with an op-
timal path planner, as demonstrated in robust model pre-
dictive control [23, 24] and chance-constrained stochas-
tic optimal control [25, 26]. Although these methods
construct a deterministic problem surrogate to the orig-
inal probabilistic one, they often require constraint con-
vexification, such as sequential constraint linearization
around fixed points, and optimality can only be reached
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in infinite sequential iterations. For instance, Monte
Carlo Sample propagation [27, 28] and scenario-based
approaches [29] can require a very large number of sam-
ples to reach the desired obstacle avoidance probability
guarantees.

The sampling-based Model Predictive Path Integral
control (MPPI) method has proven versatility in off-
road racing applications [11]. As a model-based strat-
egy, MPPI may exhibit suboptimal performance in the
face of modeling uncertainties and disturbances. Tube-
based [10] and robust MPPI variants [30] have been pro-
posed to address these challenges. Both of these meth-
ods integrate an ancillary controller, such as iterative
Linear Quadratic Gaussian (iLQG), to improve track-
ing performance with measurement feedback and ro-
bustness to uncertainties. These methods’ assumptions
on sequential linearization and the additive process and
measurement noise being Gaussian limits their appli-
cability to nonlinear systems with generalized additive
model uncertainties.

In unknown environments, UGV navigation often re-
lies on sensor-based occupancy grid maps [31, 32],
which are commonly used for global path planning [33].
Grid maps can be used for local optimization-based path
planning by converting the maps into signed distance
functions [34, 35], which can be locally convexified to
serve as the collision-avoiding state constraints. Alter-
natively, occupancy-based risk maps have been used for
sampling-based local planners [36, 37, 38, 7]. To alle-
viate the computation and convexity burden, the MPPI
algorithm allows direct grid-map-based assessment for
trajectory costs [38]. However, systematic parameter
and cost tuning is required to avoid the algorithm mak-
ing undesirable decisions [39, 40]. Lastly, direct es-
timation of traversability from sensors is also a pop-
ular technique for robotic navigation in complex en-
vironments leveraging expert heuristics [7, 9] or self-
supervised learning [41]. However, it is not straight-
forward to extend these hardware successes to provide
provable safety guarantees.

1.2. Notation and Organization
The set of integers, positive integers, natural num-

bers, real numbers, positive reals, and non-negative re-
als are denoted as Z,Z>0, N, R, R>0, and R≥0, re-
spectively. A sequence of consecutive integers, such
as {i, · · · , i + k}, is denoted as Zi+k

i . A finite sequence
of indexed scalars, {a1, · · · , ak}, is represented as {ai}

k
i=1

and for vectors of a as {ai}
k
i=1. Indicator functions are

defined as 1b(a) : R → {0, 1}, where b(a) is a Boolean
proposition over argument a. If b(a) is true, the indica-
tor function returns 1. Else it returns 0.

Section 2 describes the UGV traversal problem, while
Section 3 provides the mathematical preliminaries. The
characterization of tracking discrepancies using confor-
mal prediction is discussed in Section 4, while Sec-
tion 5 augments the nominal ancillary controller to ac-
count for the model discrepancies, and derives theoret-
ical bounds on the maximum tracking deviation due to
the discrepancies. Section 6 outlines the construction
of a discrepancy-aware cost map and the discrepancy-
aware MPPI planner. Experimental results, discussions,
and future works can be found in Sections 7 and 8.

2. Problem Statement

This work investigates the traversal of autonomous
ground vehicles, such as differential drive robots,
tracked vehicles, and skid steer vehicles. We adopt a
widely used model of such vehicles for controller de-
sign and motion planning. This kinematic model, e.g.
[42, 43], is described as:

ẋ =
[
cos(θ) sin(θ) 0

0 0 1

]T [
v
ω

]
= g(x)u = f (x,u), (1)

where the system state x = [x, y, θ]T ∈ Dx ⊆ R3 con-
sists of the robot’s inertial x, y position and its heading
angle θ. The control inputs u = [v, ω]T ∈ Du ⊆ R2 are
the vehicle’s linear and angular velocity in the body x-
and z-axes, respectively. The allowable sets of states
and inputs are denoted byDx andDu.

The nominal model (1) is a reduced-order description
of a general differential-driven ground vehicle: it as-
sumes that the wheels or tracks contact the ground at all
times, ignoring phenomena such as slipping, skidding,
motor dynamics, and communication delays. A more
comprehensive model, accounting for these neglected
factors, can be formulated as:

ẋ = f̂ (X) = f (x,u) + f̃ (x, h,u, d(t)), (2)

where the true dynamics f̂ : Q → R3 maps state space
Q to the vehicle’s true linear and angular velocities,
f (x,u) is the nominal model (1), and f̃ : Q → R3 is an
a priori unknown additive disturbance, that models the
discrepancies–it is possibly a function of state x, input
u, process noise d(t), and hidden states h. The variable
X ∈ Q in equation (2) can be interpreted as a vehicle
operating state that includes inputs that correspond to
the vehicle velocity ẋ via function f̂ . To note, we de-
fine projections from the vehicle operating state space
Q to the nominal state spaceDx and nominal system in-
put spaceDu for analyzing the discrepancy between the
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Figure 2: (Left) Definition of the polar coordinate. Subscripts
(·)b, (·)e denote the body frame and inertial frame, respectively.
The pose with superscript (·)∗ is the desired pose. (Right) Four
experimentally validated scenarios. Config. A: UGV with
flipper on rubber flooring. Config. B: UGV with flipper on
foam flooring. Config. C: UGV without flipper on rubber
flooring. Config. D: UGV without flipper foam flooring.

not fully observable true dynamics (2) and the nominal
model(1).

Definition 1. Let xX be the projection of sample X onto
Dx, denoted as PX→x, is defined as

PX→x(X) ≜ xX ∈ D
x. (3)

where Dx is the nominal (reduced-order) admissible
states and X ∈ Q is a sampled vehicle true state. Let
uX ∈ D

u be the projection PX→u of sample X onto the
nominal admissible input spaceDu.

Most importantly, we will only assume the existence
projections PX→x and PX→u, and we do not assume these
projections are unique nor knowledge of their analytic
forms, etc. Now, the true dynamics (2) given operating
state X satisfies

ẋX = f̂ (X) = f (xX ,uX) + f̃ (X). (4)

For notation simplicity, we will drop the subscripts X
for xX and uX as we refer to the nominal state given any
operating sample state X.

Following many robust optimal control approaches
[24], we study additive model uncertainties that satisfy
the following assumption.

Assumption 1. The true system dynamics f̂ can be ex-
pressed as f̂ = f + f̃ where f is the nominal dynamics
and f̃ represents all model uncertainties.

Our approach is based on the notion that the ve-
hicle aims to follow a desired (denoted by (·)d) ref-
erence path pd(t) = [xd(t), yd(t)]T , which is designed
without considering obstacles or model simplifications

and mismatches. Since the nominal model (1) is differ-
entially flat, the input sequence given the desired ref-
erence pd(t) = [xd(t), yd(t)]T can be readily found us-
ing (5), without considering obstacles. We denote the
differentially flat input sequence given a position refer-
ence pd(t) as the desired flatness-based input reference
ud = [vd, ωd], which can be computed as

vd=

 ẋd

cos(θd) , if sin(θd)=0
ẏd

sin(θd) , otherwise
, ωd=

 ad

vd , if vd , 0
0 otherwise

,

(5)

where ad =
− sin(θd)ẍd+cos(θd)ÿd

vd and θd = ATAN2(ẏd, ẋd)).

2.1. Robust Planning

Suppose that a collision-avoiding planner could con-
struct an open loop optimal state and controls sequences
(x∗(t),u∗(t)) given initial condition x(0), that tracks the
desired path pd(t) while avoiding obstacles, for sys-
tem governed by the nominal dynamics (1). Notation-
ally, an asterisk (·)∗ denotes optimality: u∗(t) is a se-
quence of admissible control inputs for finite time or
infinite time t that minimizes the error in vehicle po-
sition p(t) = [x(t), y(t)]T relative to the reference path
pd(t), for the nominal model (1). Note, that the plan-
ner is expected to deviate from the reference pd(t) to
avoid obstacles, such as in [11, 44, 45], based on the for-
ward propagated ego vehicle trajectory using the nomi-
nal model (1).

Being a model-based method, the solution to the
finite-time optimal control problem (FTOCP) may ex-
hibit suboptimal performance or even safety violations
of the actual vehicle in the face of modeling uncertain-
ties and disturbances.

The standard Robust FTOCP formulation involves a
minimization-maximization (min-max) optimization to
construct a policy π : Dx × Z→ Du as follows ([46]):

πk=min
{uk}

nh−1
k=0

max
{dk}

nh−1
k=0

nh−1∑
k=0

Lk(xk+1,uk, pd
k+1) (6)

s.t. (2), xk ∈ X, uk ∈ U, dk ∈ Ω
d, (7)

where dk is a discrete-time realization of the model dis-
crepancy f̃ given nominal state xk and input uk. Param-
eters nh ∈ Z>0 and ∆t ∈ R>0 are the finite-time plan-
ning horizon length and time discretization step size.
The stage cost Lk can be a general function such as the
squared distance between the vehicle position and the
desired reference. The solution to (6)-(7) can be com-
putationally intractable [24]. Nevertheless, the resulting
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robust FTOCP policy may lead to overly conservative
control sequences.

An alternative solution, which still provides robust-
ness to uncertainty, is to pair an ancillary controller κ
for disturbance rejection, with the open-loop MPC con-
trol input:

π = u∗ + κ(x, x∗), (8)

where u∗(t) and x∗(t) are the open-loop input and state
trajectories, respectively. The ancillary controller en-
sures the realized states x̂ of the uncertain system re-
main in a robust control invariant (RCI) tube around the
nominal trajectory (x∗,u∗) from the initial state x0.

Definition 2. [24] LetDx be the set of allowable states
and define the state tracking error as x̃ ≜ x − x∗. The
set ΩRCI ⊂ X is a robust control invariant (RCI) tube
if there exist an ancillary controller κ(x, x∗) such that if
x̃(t0) ∈ ΩRCI , for all realizations of the disturbance and
model uncertainties, x̃ ∈ ΩRCI , ∀t ≥ t0.

To complete the Robust MPC, a constraint-tightened
version of the nominal MPC problem (using the nomi-
nal and unperturbed model) can be solved to generate a
robust open-loop trajectory pair (x∗RCI ,u

∗
RCI).

2.2. Ancillary Controller - Nominal Model
Since the open-loop inputs ud(t) or u∗(t) can exhibit

poor tracking when applied to the actual vehicle, due to
model simplifications and mismatches, we incorporate
tracking error feedback using [43] as the nominal ancil-
lary controller,

κ(e) = δu ≜

v = k1ρ cos γ
ω = k2γ + k1

sin(γ) cos(γ)
γ

(γ + k3δ)
, (9)

where k1, k2, and k3 are positive constants. This an-
cillary controller drives the polar coordinates tracking
error to zero with respect to the nominal model (1). The
tracking error in polar coordinates

e = [ρ, γ, δ]T ≜ fe(x, x∗)

is a function of the current vehicle state x and the opti-
mal state x∗, see Fig. 2. Polar coordinate tracking er-
ror ρ ≜

√
(x − x∗)2 + (y − y∗)2 is the distance from the

vehicle’s current (x, y) position to a desired waypoint
(x∗, y∗). Polar tracking error γ ≜ tan−1 y−y∗

x−x∗ − θ denotes
the angle between the vehicle’s body-fixed x-axis (the
longitudinal axis) and a vector that points from the ve-
hicle’s body-fixed frame origin to the desired waypoint
(x∗, y∗). Similarly, δ = γ + θ − θ∗ is the analogous an-
gle between the vehicle’s body-fixed x-axis to the op-
timal x-axis given by θ∗. For the nominal model, the

time derivative of the polar coordinates tracking error
e ≜ [ρ, γ, δ]T satisfies:

ė =
[
− cos(γ) sin(γ)

ρ
sin(γ)
ρ

0 −1 0

]T

δu ≜ gp(e)δu. (10)

The vehicle operates in the domainDe = Dρ × Dγ ×

Dδ ⊂ R3 whereDρ = (dz, ρmax),Dγ = (−π/2, π/2), and
Dδ = (−π/2, π/2). 1 Within domain De, the function
gp(e) is bounded and Lipschitz continuous with Lips-
chitz constant lgp . We chose (9) as the ancillary con-
troller because of the following result, given the operat-
ing domainDe.

Lemma 1. [47, 43] Consider system (10), control law
(9), and positive constants k1, k2 and k3. The nominal
closed-loop system is globally asymptotically stabiliz-
ing to e∗ = 0.

Lemma 1 can be proved by the following valid and
positive definite control Lyapunov function (CLF):

V(e) =
1
2

(ρ2 + γ2 + k3δ
2). (11)

We here showcase several properties of V(e) which sup-
port the main theorem in Section 5. For quadratic
form (11), there exist α1, α2 ∈ R>0 where α1∥e∥2 ≤
V ≤ α2∥e∥2, ∀e ∈ De. Its time derivative
V̇ = −k1 cos2(γ)ρ2 − k2γ

2 = −α3(∥e∥) is negative semi-
definite. Adhering to the Lyapunov framework,
there exists a class K∞ [48] function α3 such that
V̇ ≤ −α3(V). Parameters α1, α2 ∈ R>0, and function
α3(·) play an important role in system safety and sta-
bility when model (10) is perturbed by unknown dis-
crepancies, see Section 5.

The nominal trajectory tracking control policy

u = π(e) = u∗ + κ(e) = u∗ + δu (12)

asymptotically tracks x∗ when model mismatches are
not present. Our goal is to construct trajectories and
control policies that are robust to model discrepancies
and that provide probabilistic guarantees to avoid a pri-
ori unknown obstacles.

2.3. Modeling Discrepancies

We use a probabilistic framework to describe model
discrepancies and to define a probabilistic data-driven
upper bound on the sum of all model discrepancies.

1The vanishingly small interval (0, dz) is a “deadzone” where the
polar coordinate representation (10) is ill-conditioned as dz→ 0.
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Definition 3. Let function f̃ : Q → R3 measure
the difference between the nominal model (1) and the
true model (2). Let X ∈ Q denote a vehicle op-
erating state where Q is the vehicle’s operating state
space and f̃ (X) ∈ R3 denote the additive disturbance
at operating state X. We assume that the additive dis-
turbance random variable is drawn from a probability
space (Ω,F ,P), consisting of a sample space Ω, a σ-
algebra F over Ω defining events, and a probability
measure P. We define the minimal model discrepancy
upper bound, z f̃

ϵ , given a risk level ϵ ∈ [0, 1] over Ω for
function f̃ as:

z f̃
ϵ ≜ arg min

z∈R
{P[∥ f̃ (X)∥ ≤ z] ≥ 1 − ϵ}, ∀X ∈ Q. (13)

The value z f̃
ϵ can be interpreted as the (1−ϵ) percentile

of all possible model discrepancies norms, ∥ f̃ (X)∥, for
all X ∈ Q. Such differences, i.e. residual dynamics,
arise from too simplistic vehicle modeling. The nominal
model (1) disregards some robot configurations (such
as different flipper angles) and terrain types (rubber and
foam in our experiments) as illustrated in Fig. 2.

The minimum value in (13) may only be reached in
the limit of infinite samples of f̃ (X), or knowing the
probability measure of X on Ω, which cannot be real-
ized in practice. Instead, we seek to identify a model
discrepancy bound Z f̃

ϵ ≥ z f̃
ϵ given finite samples of xX ,

defined in (3), while making no assumptions on the dis-
tribution over Ω or the explicit form or uniqueness of
the projection PX→x. That is, Z f̃

ϵ is a model discrepancy
bound, not necessarily the tightest bound over ∥ f̃ (X)∥
but a realizable bound from a limited data set.

2.4. Obstacle Avoidance
We study the safety-critical autonomy of ground ve-

hicles traversing through incompletely known terrains
populated with stationary but a priori unknown obsta-
cles. We assume that a 2-D occupancy grid map (Ot,
derived from sensor data) is available to the vehicle.
The map, defined in inertial coordinates, has a width
and length of wmap, lmap ∈ Z>0, respectively, and a grid
resolution of rmap. Each grid cell is associated with an
integer value between 0 and 100 that describes the cell
occupancy probabilities where 0 indicates a 0% chance
of obstacle occupancy and vice versa. Unobserved cells
are assigned a risk-neutral 50% occupancy probability.
The map is built incrementally as the robot moves (see
Section 7). This work focuses on the dynamic uncer-
tainties arising from model residuals and ignores possi-
ble sensing uncertainties. Our method can be extended
to include measurement uncertainties.

Given this sensor-based grid map of the unknown en-
vironment, our framework allows a ground vehicle with
terrain modeling discrepancies to track a reference tra-
jectory within the map while having the following prob-
abilistic safety guarantees on collision avoidance.

P[pt < O] > 1 − ϵ ∀t, (14)

for any pt ∈ Vt whereVt denotes a uniform probability
distribution over bounded set of x, y positions occupied
the vehicle geometry at time t. The probability state-
ment (14) enforces collision-free given occupied space
in O with confidence 1 − ϵ for all time.

Remark 1. Our analysis focuses on flat terrains pop-
ulated with stationary obstacles. Nevertheless, our
framework can be readily extended to uneven surfaces
using model (1) or a higher-fidelity model for rough ter-
rain applications, such as [49], as the nominal model.

3. Preliminaries

To ensure vehicle safety in the presence of model un-
certainties, we aim to infer the statistical bounds Eqn.
(13) from training data and incorporate this knowledge
into the vehicle’s control and planning strategies. Be-
cause differential-driven ground robots are underactu-
ated, disturbance f̃ cannot be fully compensated via
controller design. We formally distinguish between the
components of f̃ that can be “matched” by control in-
puts and those that remain “unmatched” due to under-
actuation. Using closed-loop tracking data, we identify
bounds for the matched and unmatched model discrep-
ancies using conformal prediction, a statistical inference
tool that is reviewed next. For more details, see [50, 51].

Using the data-driven model discrepancy bound, we
formulate an FTOCP that leverages the quantified un-
certainties to synthesize trajectories with probabilistic
safety guarantees. We employ a sampling-based strat-
egy, model predictive path integral (MPPI), to solve the
FTOCP. A full analysis of MPPI beyond our cursory re-
view can be found in [11, 52].

3.1. Matched and Unmatched Discrepancies

We decompose the discrepancy f̃ into a matched
component that lies in the controllable subspace and an
unmatched component that lies in the unmatched sub-
space, similar to [12, 13, 14].

Definition 4. The additive model uncertainty f̃ can be
decomposed into matched ( f̃m) and unmatched ( f̃um)
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discrepancies with respect to reduced-order model (1).
The matched discrepancy f̃m : Q→ R3 satisfies

f̃m(X) ∈ mtch(g(xX)), ∀ X ∈ Q, (15)

where mtch(g) ≜ span(g1, g2)(x) is the range space
of the actuation matrix of system (1) such that g1, g2
are the columns of the actuation matrix g(x). The un-
matched discrepancy is defined as the function f̃um :
Q→ R3 satisfying

f̃um(X) ∈ umtch(g(xX)), ∀ X ∈ Q. (16)

where umtch(g) ≜ {x ∈ Dx | rank(g(x)) < 2} is the null
space of the actuation matrix. For all samples X ∈ Q
and their respective reduced-order state xX ∈ D

x, the
summation f̃ (X) = f̃m(X) + f̃um(X) holds.

3.2. Conformal Prediction

Conformal prediction (CP) provides model- and
assumption-free uncertainty quantification to black-box
models[50, 53]. Conformal prediction produces sets
that are guaranteed to contain the desired ground truth
on any pre-trained model while satisfying a user-defined
probability. Our pre-trained model is the nominal model
(1). We use CP to calibrate a model discrepancy Z f̃

ϵ ≥ z f̃
ϵ

with a user-defined probability ϵ ∈ [0, 1] without need-
ing to make assumptions on the probability distribution
over the discrepancy sample space.

Let Y0, . . . ,Yn−1 be n exchangeable random variables
where each Yi ∈ R is a nonconformity score. The non-
conformity score is typically chosen to express the dif-
ference between the pre-training model of an unknown
system and calibration data (discrepancy ground truth)
from that unknown system. For calibrating model dis-
crepancies f̃ in (2), the nonconformity score can be a
metric measuring its magnitude such as Y i ≜ ∥ f̂ (Xi) −
f (Xi)∥ = ∥ f̃ (Xi)∥. The conformal prediction algorithm
outputs a value Yϵ : Rn × [0, 1] → R such that the in-
equality P[Y ≤ Yϵ] ≥ 1 − ϵ holds over the sample space
of Y . Intuitively speaking, a large Yi can be interpreted
as a large model discrepancy, indicating that there is a
poor matching between the nominal and true model.

Conformal prediction is an uncertainty quantification
framework built on top of empirical statistics. Let the
cumulative distribution function FX ≜ P(Y(X) ≤ Yϵ) =
p. Let Q : [0, 1]→ R be a Quantile function, the (1−ϵ)th

quantile returns the value Yϵ such that Y ≤ Yϵ for all
X ∈ Ω as Q(1 − ϵ) = F−1

X (1 − ϵ).
Tibshirani et. al.[54, Lemma 1] relates that the de-

sired Yϵ is equivalently the (1 − ϵ)th quantile of the
empirical distribution formed by nonconformity scores

{Y0, . . . ,Yn−1, ∞} with an additive ∞. To calculate the
(1− ϵ)th quantile, let {Y(0), . . . ,Y(n)} be a non-decreasing
sorting of {Y0, . . . ,Yn−1,∞} where Y(i) ≤ Y(i+1),∀i ∈ Zn

0,
also known as the the order statistics of {Yi}

n
i=0. The in-

teger qϵ ≜ ⌈(n + 1)(1 − ϵ)⌉ is the order index that corre-
sponds to the (1−ϵ) percent confidence level empirically
on the calibration data set, where the multiplier (n + 1)
is the finite sample adjustment. The (1 − ϵ)th quantile,
Yϵ ≜ Y(qϵ ) defines the desired 1 − ϵ prediction region
satisfying the following probability statement:

P[∥ f̃ (X)∥ ≥ Yϵ] ≤ ϵ (17)

for any random variable X ∈ Q and Yϵ = Z f̃
ϵ as desired.

The set C f̃ (X) ≜ {y ∈ R2 | ∥y∥ ≤ Yϵ} is the (1 − ϵ)
confidence conformal prediction set.

For the tightness of the conformal probabilistic upper
bound, Sadinle et. al. [55] shows the conformal predic-
tion set C f̃ , given ϵ ∈ [0, 1], achieves the smallest av-
erage set of all possible prediction schemes C that offer
the desired coverage guarantee if the sample nonconfor-
mity scores {Y0, · · · ,YN−1} reflects the true conditional
probability:

min
C∈C

E[C(X)], subject to (17). (18)

3.3. Model Predictive Path Integral (MPPI)

MPPI is a sampling-based method, leveraging a du-
ality condition from information theory, to obtain lo-
cal optimal controllers given potentially nonlinear cost
and constraints. Consider input sequence {ui}

t
i=0 where

u ∈ Rnu , we define vi ≜ ui + δi, ∀i ∈ {0, . . . , t} as the
sequence of perturbed inputs where δi are zero mean
Gaussian input perturbations {δi}

t−1
i=0 ∈ N(0,Σu). We de-

note the input trajectories to the algorithm as the follow-
ing sequences

Vt−1 ≜ [v0, v0, · · · , vt−1] ∈ Rnu×t, (19)
∆t−1 ≜ [δ0, δ1, · · · , δt−1] ∈ Rnu×t, (20)
Ut−1 ≜ [u0,u1, · · · ,ut−1] ∈ Rnu×t. (21)

Following the result from [52], the probability den-
sity function for Vt, denoted as dV |U,∆, is

dV |U,∆ = ((2π)nu |Σu|)
−t
2 exp

−1
2

t∑
i=1

δT
i Σ
−1
u δi

 , (22)

with corresponding sample space, denoted as ΩU,Σ.
Similarly, we denote the probability distribution corre-
sponding to Ut = 0 as Ω0,Σ, known as the base distri-
bution. Consider the stochastic trajectory optimization
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problem, adopted from [52]:

U∗t−1 = min
ui∈U

∀i∈Zt
1

EΩ(U,Σ)

[
LT (xt) +

t−1∑
i=0

L(xi,ui)
]
, (23)

where LT and L respectively denote terminal and stage
costs. Let ψx(t,Vt−1, x0) be the flow of system (1) gen-
erated by applying input sequence Vt from initial condi-
tion x0.

From an information theoretic perspective, optimiza-
tion (23) can be converted into a probability-matching
problem [52]. Define the Free Energy FE as

FE = log
(
EΩ0,Σ

[
exp

(
−

Cx(Vt−1, x0)
λ

) ])
,

where λ > 0 is commonly referred to as the inverse
temperature, and the function Cx(Vt−1, x0) = Cx out-
puts the cost of the trajectory generated using input
sequence Vt−1 from initial state x0. Using the KL-
Divergence properties between two probability distri-
butions that are absolutely continuous with each other,
Williams et. al.[52] showed that a lower bound to the
optimal control problem (23) can be obtained using the
free energy:

−λFE ≤ EΩU,Σ

LT (xt) +
t−1∑
i=0

L(xi,ui)

 . (24)

Summarizing the result in [11, 56], the following it-
erative update law, building upon importance sampling,

U∗t = Ut +

Nsample∑
j=1

w(∆ j
t )∆

j
t , (25)

w(∆ j
t ) =

1
η

exp

−Cx

λ
−

t−1∑
i=0

uT
i Σ
−1
u (ui + 2δ j

i )

 , (26)

produces a locally optimal solution to the problem (23).
The weighting term w ∈ R characterizes the “impor-
tance” of each sampled input perturbation {∆ j

t }
Nsample

j=1 ,
where Nsample is the number of sampled input pertur-
bations. The parameter η can be approximated as

η ≈

Nsample∑
i=1

exp

−Cx

λ
−

t−1∑
i=0

uT
i Σ
−1
u (ui + 2δ j

i )


using Monte-Carlo estimation [11].

In general, MPPI is a sampling-based alternative to
optimization-based MPC algorithms, flexible to gen-
eral cost functions and system dynamics. The aggre-
gation law (25)-(26) is highly parallelizable for online
receding-horizon planning, as demonstrated in UGV
racing applications [11].

4. Data-Driven Discrepancy Identification

This section summarizes the data-driven identifica-
tion of a model discrepancy bound Z f̃

ϵ , where f̃ cap-
tures model mismatches in (2) from sources like slip-
ping, skidding, change in surface traction properties, in-
put delays, etc. Discrete-time data is captured from the
continuous system at sampling interval ∆T . Time is in-
dicated by an integer: variable xi denotes the value of
state x at time ti = i∆T . NT tuples of training data
are gathered from running the system with the nominal
tracking control law (12) and each tuple has the form

S i = {xi−1, x̂i, x∗i ,ui−1,u∗i−1}, (27)

where xi−1 is the state at time ti−1, and the pair (x∗i ,u
∗
i−1)

is the optimal state and the optimal input at ti with re-
spect to the cost in (23). This data set is collected from
multiple vehicle trajectories that result from an optimal
trajectory planner (e.g., by a MPC-based planner for
dynamics (1)) of the form (x∗i ,u

∗
i−1) given current state

xi−1.
The actual control input ut−1 applied to the vehicle in

the interval [ti−1, ti] is the sum of the optimal input u∗t−1
and and a correction term, δut−1, applied by the ancillary
controller (9), given the polar coordinate tracking error:
ui−1 = u∗i−1 + δui−1 = u∗i−1 + κ(ei−1). x̂i is the system’s
actual state arising from the control input ui−1 when it
is held constant during t ∈ [ti−1, ti]. The propagation
of state xi−1 with input ui−1 through nominal model (1),
might be different from the measured x̂i−1 because of
unmodeled discrepancy f̃ . Assuming that the optimal
planner and ancillary controller are recomputed at each
time step, we have for the jth tuple S j, x j−1 = x̂ j holds.
Figure 3 overviews the proposed identification process
from training data.

4.1. Discrepancy Identification
To identify the matched and unmatched input discrep-

ancies, we first compute the nominal model tracking er-
ror ei−1 using xi−1 and x∗i at time ti−1. Then, the feedback
(measured) tracking error at time ti, denoted as êi, is a
function of x̂i and x∗i .

Using (10), we calculate the polar coordinate track-
ing error eL from the nominal error dynamics (10) at ti
given initial condition ei−1 and assuming that the ancil-
lary controller δui−1 satisfies

ei =

∫ ti

ti−1

gp(e(τ))δui−1dτ + ei−1, (28)

where δui−1 is zero-order hold during the interval
[ti−1, ti].

8



Figure 3: An outline of the proposed data-driven discrepancy identification method. From training data Si (left panel), we first
separate the closed-loop tracking errors into matched and unmatched model discrepancies (center panel). Given a user-specified
risk tolerance ϵ, conformal prediction is applied to obtain their probabilistic upper bounds (right).

Let δêi∆T ≜ êi − ei be the measured tracking error
between the true system (2) against the nominal system
(1) given the same initial condition, ei−1, and the same
input over the interval, δêi∆T which can be decomposed
as follows

δêi∆T =

∫ ti

ti−1

(
f̂ (ê(τ))−gp(e(τ))δui−1

)
dτ+δe(i−1)∆T︸   ︷︷   ︸

=0

=

∫ ti

ti−1

gp(e(τ))dudτ +
∫ ti

ti−1

du⊥dτ, (29)

where du ∈ R2 represents the matched input discrep-
ancy. The error du⊥ = d⊥ n̂⊥gp

∈ R3 lies in the null space
of gp, which is spanned by the unit vector n̂⊥gp

. Param-
eter d⊥ ∈ R is the magnitude of the unmatched distur-
bance. By numerical differentiation with ∆T → 0, we
can identify the perturbed polar coordinate error dynam-
ics in continuous time:

˙̂e = ė + δė = gp(ê)(δu + du) + d⊥ n̂⊥gp
. (30)

with initial condition e(0) = ê(0). For a physical robotic
system, we assume that the dynamics discrepancy is
bounded.

Assumption 2. The input (matched) disturbance du :
D̂e → R2 and the unmatched drift d⊥ : D̂e → R are
bounded.

For safety, the system must be robust up to a user-
defined risk tolerance against the worst-case discrepan-
cies. Therefore, we aim to identify matched and un-
matched discrepancy bounds for both ∥du∥ and |d⊥| us-
ing conformal prediction from the finite training data.
Despite [55] addresses that conformal prediction can
produce the desired minimum model discrepancy up-
per bounds (13), the assumption that the sampled non-
conformity score satisfying (18) is not necessarily valid.
Nevertheless, conformal prediction set coverage guar-
antees to hold regardless of the accuracy of the sampled

nonconformity scores computed assuming zero model
discrepancy, as they are designed for uncalibrated mod-
els [57].

Specifically, we seek to identify the probabilistic
bounds on the matched and unmatched disturbances,
satisfying:

Zϵ ≥ min
z∈R
{PΩ̂[|∥du(E)∥ ≤ z] ≥ 1 − ϵ}, (31)

Z⊥ϵ ≥ min
z∈R
{PΩ̂[|d⊥(E)| ≤ z] ≥ 1 − ϵ}, (32)

where ϵ ∈ (0, 1) is the user-defined risk for all random
variables E ∈ Ω̂. Physically speaking, E denotes a ran-
dom sample of polar tracking error over the set of all
possible polar tracking errors by Ω. The following sub-
section details how to find ∥du∥ and |d⊥| from the train-
ing data and how to calculate Zϵ and Z⊥ϵ using conformal
prediction.

4.2. Conformal-Driven Discrepancies

For each training state-input tuple, we calculate a
tracking error δêi∆T , and their the discrepancy bounds
∥di

u∥ and ∥di
⊥∥ given samples i by solving the following

equations in the given order:

∥di
u∥=max

du∈R2

∥∥∥∥∥∥|δêi∆T |−

∣∣∣∣ ∫ ti

ti−1

gp(e(τ))dτdu

∣∣∣∣∥∥∥∥∥∥
2
, (33)

|di
⊥| =

∥∥∥∥∥∥|δêi∆T | −

∣∣∣∣ ∫ ti

ti−1

gp(e(τ))dτdi
u

∣∣∣∣∥∥∥∥∥∥
2
. (34)

Since input disturbance du can be actively compensated
by control input u, we identify the largest possible in-
put discrepancy and allocate the remaining model mis-
matches to the unmatched drift.

Assume that the training data is sufficiently rich. We
randomly sub-sample L values of ∥di

u∥ and ∥di
u⊥∥ with-

out replacement where 0 ≪ L < NT . Algorithm 1
uses training data set S NT to identify a (1 − ϵ) upper
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Algorithm 1: Conformal-Driven Discrepancies

Data: Risk ϵ, sub-sample L, training set {S i}
NT
i=1.

Result: Zϵ , Z⊥ϵ defined by (31)-(32).
Compute index qϵ = ⌈(L + 1)(1 − ϵ)⌉.
for j from 1 to L do

Sample ẽ without replacement and use (33) and
(34) to compute ∥d j

u∥, |d
j
⊥|.

end
Add∞ to the non-conformity scores {∥di

u∥}
L−1
j=0 and

{∥d j
u⊥∥}

L−1
j=0 .

Sort {∥d j
u∥}

L+1
j=1 and {|d j

⊥|}
L+1
j=1 in a non-decreasing orders.

Zϵ , Z⊥ϵ are the qth
ϵ smallest value in the sorted lists.

bound (Zϵ ,Z⊥ϵ ) defined in (31) and (32) using the non-
conformity scores {∥di

u∥}
L−1
i=0 and {∥di

u⊥∥}
L−1
i=0 .

Implicitly, the choice of the non-conformity score
assumes the discrepancy noise is uncolored and zero
mean. Such an assumption always leads to more con-
servative estimates of the discrepancy upper bound for
safety-critical applications. If the noise is known to be
colored, a new nonconformity score that offsets the ex-
pected discrepancies, ∥ f̃ (X)−EΩ[ f̃ (X)]∥2, could lead to
less conservative identified upper bounds.

In summary, we introduce a distribution-free method
to identify the probabilistic upper bounds for closed-
loop tracking input discrepancies Zϵ and the unmatched
drift Z⊥ϵ . The following section augments the ancillary
controller using the data-driven discrepancy bounds to
identify the associated maximum trajectory tracking er-
ror.

5. Maximum Tracking Error Tubes

In addition to the identified error dynamics (30), we also
introduce the following perturbed variations of the nom-
inal error dynamics (10),

˙̃e = gp(ẽ)(δu + du), (35)

ė = gp(e)δu + d⊥ n̂⊥gp
, (36)

where e(0) = ẽ(0) = e(0) = ê(0). The perturbed dy-
namics (35) corresponds to the case where there are no
unmatched discrepancies, i.e. d⊥(t) = 0,∀t. Similarly,
the dynamics of e corresponds to the case where there
is no matched uncertainty along the controllable sub-
space, i.e. du(t) = 0,∀t. To study the effect of the dis-
crepancies, we introduce the following lemmas, which
leverage ideas from input-to-state stability.

Lemma 2. Consider the perturbed error dynamics (35).
Assume a positive constant Zϵ exists and satisfies Eq.

(31) for t ∈ [0,∆T ] as ϵ → 0. Define the set:

ΩIS S =
{
ẽ ∈ D̂ẽ

∣∣∣∣ V(ẽ) ≤ Z2
ϵ /4

}
, (37)

where V is the positive definite function (11). Consider
the augmented ancillary control law,

κIS S (ẽ) = κ(ẽ) −
1
λ1

gp(ẽ)T ẽ. (38)

For any ẽ(0) ∈ ΩIS S , if there exists a λ1 > 0 such
that applying the augmented control law (37) yields
the inequality −α3(α−1

2 (V(ẽ))) + λ1V(ẽ) ≤ −α̃3(V(ẽ)),
where α̃3 is a class K∞ function, for all ẽ ∈ ΩIS S , then
ψẽ(t, κIS S (ẽ), ẽ(0)) ∈ ΩIS S (t) 2 for all t ∈ (0,∆T ).

Proof. From the definition of the positive definite func-
tion V (11) and with the augmented controller κIS S , we
have

V̇ ≤ −α3(∥ẽ∥) −
1
λ1

ẽT gp(ẽ)gp(ẽ)T ẽ + ẽT gp(ẽ)du

≤ −α3(∥ẽ∥) −
1
λ1
∥gp(ẽ)T ẽ∥22 + |ẽ

T gp(ẽ)du|

≤ −α3(∥ẽ∥) −
1
λ1

∥∥∥∥gT
p ẽ +

λ1

2
du

∥∥∥∥2

2
+
λ1(Zϵ)2

4

≤ −α3(∥ẽ∥) +
λ1(Zϵ)2

4
.

Given λ1 > 0 exists, the following inequalities hold

V̇ ≤ −α3(∥ẽ∥) + λ1V(ẽ)

≤ −α3(α−1
2 (V(ẽ)) + λ1V(ẽ) ≤ −α̃3(V(ẽ))

given perturbed dynamics (35). With V(e(0)) ≤ Z2
ϵ

4 , we

have V(ẽ(t)) ≤ Z2
ϵ

4 ,∀t, i.e. ψẽ(t, κIS S (ẽ), ẽ(0)) ∈ ΩIS S .

It is important to recognize the set ΩIS S is a Robust
Control Invariant (RCI) set. Lemma 2 only considers
the case where all disturbances lie in the controllable
subspace. For the complementary case governed by
(36), we leverage the Gronwall-Bellman inequality to
deduce the following result.

Lemma 3. Under the nominal dynamical system (10),
the perturbed dynamical system (36) controlled by the

2ψẽ(t, κIS S (ẽ), ẽ(0)) is the solution (flow) of ẽ governed by eqn.
(35) under the augmented control law κIS S with the initial value
ψ(0) = ẽ(0).
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Figure 4: Given reference path pd(t) and optimal trajectory
{x∗k,u

∗
k}

nh
k=1, the maximum tracking error under augmented pol-

icy πIS S is depicted. By converting the optimal state x∗1 and
current state x0 into polar coordinate error e0, the tracking
problem reduces to the stabilization of the error eeq = 0. The-
orem 1 proves that if ∥e0∥2 ≤ r0, then the maximum track-
ing deviation during t ∈ [0,∆T ] is supt∈[0,∆T ] ∥e(t)∥2 is upper
bounded by r∆T .

nominal feedback control law u = κ(e) in Eqn. (9) has
the closed-loop dynamics

ė = gp(e)κ(e) = fcl(e),

ė = gp(e)κ(e) + d⊥ n̂⊥gp
= fcl(e) + d⊥ n̂⊥gp

.

Let Z⊥ϵ ∈ R>0 satisfy (32). Suppose there exists a Lips-
chitz constant lcl with respect to the domain D̂e for func-
tion fcl. Let ψe(t, κ(e), e(0)) and ψe(t, κ(e)), e(0)) be the
flows of the systems (10) and (36). The following in-
equality holds for all t ∈ [0,∆T ]:

∥ψe(t, κ(e), e(0)) − ψe(t, κ(e)), e(0))∥ ≤

Z⊥ϵ telclt + ∥e(0)) − e(0))∥elclt. (39)

Proof. By forward integration, the flows satisfy

∥ψe(t, κ(e), e(0)) − ψe(t, κ(e)), e(0))∥

≤ ∥e(0)) − e(0))∥+
∫ t

0

∥∥∥ fcl(e)− fcl(e)−d⊥ n̂⊥gp

∥∥∥dτ

≤ ∥e(0)) − e(0))∥ +
∫ t

0
lcl∥e(τ) − e(τ)∥dτ+Z⊥ϵ t.

The Gronwall-Bellman Inequality [58] yields (39).

Intuitively speaking, the result of Lemma 3 states
that if there is unmatched drift present, then the closed-
loop system trajectory between the perturbed and nom-
inal system grows exponentially in time. Building up
on Lemma 1 and Lemma 3, our main contribution de-
duces an augmented ancillary controller and the associ-
ated maximum discrepancy tube for the perturbed sys-
tem (30).

Theorem 1. Suppose the system (10) is perturbed by
input disturbance du and unmatched drift d⊥, as in

(30), where the disturbances du and d⊥ satisfy Assump-
tion 2 given domain De. Given ϵ → 0, let Zϵ and Z⊥ϵ
for t ∈ [0,∆T ] being the discrepancy upper bounds that
also satisfy (31) and (32), respectively.

Let lV be the Lipschitz constant for the function V in
Eqn. (11) on the bounded set D̂e. Let ∆T be small
enough to satisfy Z⊥ϵ ∆T exp(lV∆T ) ≤ α1. Consider a
time varying radius r(τ) that satisfies

r(τ) = rτ ≜
(Zϵ)2

4(α1 − Z⊥ϵ τelVτ)
. (40)

Consider the augmented ancillary controller (38) and
error dynamics ė ≜ gp(e)(κIS S (e) + du) and ˙̂e ≜
gp(ê)(κIS S (ê)+ du)+ d⊥ n̂⊥gp

, where du(0) = 0, d⊥(0) = 0
and ∥e(0)∥ ≤ r(0). The existence of a λ̂1 > 0 such that
−α3(α−1

2 (V(ê))) + λ̂1V(ê) ≤ −α̂3(V(ê)) is true for all
t ∈ [0,∆T ], where α̂3 is a class K∞ function, implies
that the flow of the closed-loop 3 tracking error ê(t) is
bounded by ∥ê(t)∥ ≤ r(t) over t ∈ [0,∆T ].

Proof. The continuous and differentiable function V̇
is bounded over compact set D̂e from Assumption 2.
Therefore, V is Lipschitz continuous over domain D̂e.
If there exist λ̃1 > 0, then under κIS S yields

V̇(ê)≤−α3(∥ê∥)+
λ̂1Z2

ϵ

4
+|êT d⊥u |≤−α̂3(V(ê))+∥ê∥2Z⊥ϵ .

The first inequality follows the proof of Lemma 2 with
the addition of êT d⊥u ≤ |êT d⊥u |. The second inequality
holds from a combination of the existence of λ̂1, the
definition of Z⊥ϵ (32), and Holder’s inequality. From
Lemma 3, we have

sup
τ∈[0,t]

|V(e(τ)) − V(ê(τ))| ≤
(

sup
τ∈[0,t]

∥ê∥2 Z⊥ϵ τ
)

elVτ,

where |V(e(0)) − V(ê(0))| = 0 because e(0) = ê(0). By
adding and subtracting zero and triangle inequalities,
we have inequalities V(ê(τ)) ≤ |V(ê(τ))| ≤ |V(e(τ))| +
|V(ê(τ)) − V(e(τ))|. Recall the robust control invariance
set (37). Let the initial error radius r(0) take the explicit
value

r(0) =
(Zϵ)2

4α−1
1

. (41)

Further, since ∥e(0)∥ ≤ r(0) and there exists a λ̂1 > 0,
the unperturbed error dynamics satisfies ∥e(t))∥ ≤ r(0)

3Referring to the error dynamics under augmented control law u =
κIS S (ê) (38) with λ̂1 replacing λ1
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for all t ∈ [0,∆T ], by Lemma 1. Combining these in-
equalities, we can show

sup
τ∈[0,t]

V(ê(τ))≤α1r0+

(
sup

t∈[0,∆T ]
∥ê(t)∥Z⊥ϵ ∆T

)
elV∆T . (42)

because V(ê) ≥ α1∥ê∥. Substituting this inequality into
equation (42), we arrive at

sup
τ∈[0,t]
∥ê(τ)∥≤r0+ sup

τ∈[0,t]
∥ê(τ)∥

Z⊥ϵ τelVτ

α1
. (43)

Lastly, combining equations (43) and (41) leads to the
desired maximum tracking error bound (40).

The increasing tube (radius-wise) defined by time-
dependent radius r(t) (40) in the interval t ∈ [0,∆T ]
is the maximum tracking error tube, illustrated in Fig-
ure 4. Note, every planned desired trajectory x∗(t) re-
sulting from desired inputs u∗(t) starting at state x0 is
equivalent to stabilizing the tracking error from e0 to
[0, 0, 0]T . Leveraging the result of Theorem 1, the per-
turbed model tracking error e(t) within each planning
interval t ∈ [0,∆T ] will be inside a growing tube along
the planned trajectory x∗(t) for t ∈ [0,∆T ] under the
augmented controller κIS S , if the initial tracking error
e0 is inside a ball of radius r0 (41), as illustrated in Fig.
4.

Remark 2. The condition ϵ → 0 can require Zϵ ,Z⊥ϵ →
∞ which is unpractical for robotic applications. There-
fore for ϵ ∈ (0, 1), one can translate the result of Theo-
rem 1 as the inequality (40) is true for (1−ϵ) confidence
level.

6. Discrepancy-Aware Planning

Because differential-drive ground vehicles are under-
actuated, the unmatched uncertainties cannot be com-
pensated in a controller synthesize problem. Never-
theless, the closed-loop trajectory drift (Lemma 3) can
be effectively modulated through trajectory re-planning
such as through heading adjustments, as demonstrated
by the tube-MPC method [59].

To complete our framework, this section proposes a
novel Discrepancy-Aware Planning algorithm that op-
timizes reference tracking while providing safety con-
straint satisfaction at a desired risk tolerance. We focus
on two challenges: integrating maximum tracking er-
ror into the occupancy map to infer probabilistic safe
traversal and finding optimal trajectories and inputs for
the policy (8).

Figure 5: (Left) Configuration B test set up capture where
three stationary obstacles are placed such that the vehicle
needs to deviate from its reference trajectory to avoid. (Right)
An overlay of the raw occupancy map and the discrepancy-
aware cost map Cϵ with ϵ ∈ (0.0013, 0.0016) resulting a
Nϵ = 16 composed by rego = 0.40 m and rbu f f = 0.15 m
with rmap = 0.05 m.

6.1. Probabilistic Safety-Critical Planning
Given a desired trajectory, the optimal tracking input

can be found using a deterministic FTOCP with the cost:

Ltrack =LT (δpt+nh )+
nh−1∑
k=0

(
Ls(δpk) +

1
2

uT
k Ruk

)
(44)

where δpk = pk − pd
k is the output (position) tracking

error in a fixed frame. Functions LT ≜ δpT
t+nh QTδpt+nh

and Ls ≜ δpT
k Qδpk for k ∈ {0, . . . , nh − 1} are convex

terminal and stage costs, respectively. Matrices QT , Q,
R ∈ R2×2 are positive definite. Note, we apply a maxi-
mum tracking cost threshold, Ltrack ∈ R>0

4, to the cost
as Ltrack = min(Ltrack,Ltrack).

Given a vehicle operating state Xt and its projected
nominal state xt, the solution to the following discrete-
time optimization problem yields the desired probabilis-
tically safe input sequence

{u∗t+k}
nh−1
k=0 = min

{ut+k }
nh−1
k=0

nh−1∑
k=0

Ltrack (45a)

s.t. Xt+k+1 = f̂ d
t+k(Xt+k) (45b)

xt+k+1 = PX→x(Xt+k+1) ∈ Du (45c)
ut+k = PX→u(Xt+k) ∈ Du, ∀k ∈ Znh−1

0 (45d)
xt = PX→x(xt) (45e)
PΩ[Mxt+1 ∈ O] ≤ ϵ, (45f)

that avoids all occupied grids in the map O at a mini-
mum probability (1 − ϵ) percent. Equation (45b) repre-
sents a discrete-time update of the true system operating

4The parameter Ltrack stops the cost-to-go from becoming un-
bounded as the output tracking error increases which needs to be
tuned. The authors infer Ltrack from the system’s input limits and the
planning horizon such that the maximum stage cost corresponding to
the physical limits imposed by the robotic hardware.
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state X with time discretization step size ∆T . The ma-
trix M ∈ R2×3 maps from nominal states x to vehicle
positions p, and constraint (45e) means the initial con-
dition is set by the current state. Inequality (45f) con-
strains the probability of the planned vehicle’s position,
at time t + 1 given the current nominal state xt, to be
inside an augmented occupied set, denoted as O ⊆ R2,
is less than ϵ. The set O is constructed from O with the
addition of the vehicle geometry such that if the point
mass at position p ∈ R2 satisfied p < O, then the vehicle
occupied points given center position p denoted as the
set Sp ⊂ R2 satisfied Sp ∩ O = ∅. Physically speaking,
the vehicle should not enter the obstacle-occupied grids
given by the map O more frequently than the specified
risk tolerance.

The optimization problem (45) is difficult to solve be-
cause the true system dynamics (45b) is unknown and
unobservable, constraint (45f) is nondeterministic, and
the occupancy percentage given map O given continu-
ous position x, y is discontinuous. As a solution, we pro-
posed to reformulate (45) into a deterministic program
while providing the same or lower obstacle collision tol-
erance ϵ.

Recall that polar coordinates state ρ represents the
displacement between the vehicle’s actual position and
the planned one. From Theorem 1, we have

sup
t∈[0,∆]

|ρ̂(t)|= sup
t∈[0,∆T ]

|iT ê(t)| ≤ ∥i∥ sup
t∈[0,∆T ]

∥ê(t)∥≤r∆T ,

where i = [1, 0, 0]T . Given the current nominal state
xt, if the initial tracking error arising from the planned
state x∗t+1 satisfies ∥e0∥ ≤ r0, we can then guarantee up
to (1 − ϵ) confidence that vehicle position pt+1, at time
t + ∆t, is an element of the following set

SIS S = {p ∈ R2 | ∥pt+1(xt, κ(e0)) − p∗t+1∥ ≤ r∆T }. (46)

That is, if the constraint ∥e0(xt, x∗t+1)∥ ≤ r0 is satisfied,
then enforcing an added distance gap of r∆t between the
ego vehicle and the obstacle is sufficient to guarantee
obstacle avoidance with a (1 − ϵ) confidence.

Theorem 2. Consider a differential-driven UGV with
nominal dynamics (1), true dynamics (2), and reference
trajectory pd(t). Denote the current vehicle operating
state as Xt and its projected nominal state as xt. The
polar tracking error satisfies nominal dynamics (10).
Consider the tracking control policy (8) where the nom-
inal ancillary controller κ (9) is used for stabilizing the
tracking error e.

Suppose (10) is perturbed by an additive matched dis-
turbance, gp(e)du, and an additive unmatched model

disturbance d⊥ n̂⊥gp
to (30), and there exist Zϵ ∈ R>0 sat-

isfying (31) and Z⊥ϵ ∈ R>0 satisfying (32) given a risk
tolerance ϵ ∈ [0, 1]. Suppose there exists λ̃1 ∈ R>0 in
Theorem 1. Let {F S∗t+k}

nh−1
k=0 be the set of admissible in-

puts 5 for the following optimization problem.

{u∗t+k}
nh−1
k=0 = min

{ut+k }
nh−1
k=0

nh−1∑
k=0

Ltrack (47a)

s.t. xt+k+1 = f d
t+k(xt+k,ut+k,∆t) (47b)

ek = fe(xt+k, xt+k+1) (47c)
∥ek∥ ≤ r0 (47d)
C(pt+k+1, r(k+1)∆T ) ∩ O = ∅ (47e)

ut+k + κIS S (ek) ∈ Du, ∀k ∈ Znh−1
0 (47f)

xt = xt, (47g)

where equality constraint (47b) is the discrete-time ver-
sion of nominal model (1). The set C(pk+1, r∆T ) in (47e)
denotes the closed disc with center pk+1 ∈ R2 and ra-
dius r∆T (k+1) ∈ R>0. Let {F Sk}

nh−1
k=0 be the sequence of

feasible input sets to the optimization problem (45). If
rt is computed using (40), then FS∗t+k ⊆ FSt+k, for all
k ∈ Znh−1

0 .

Proof. As an overview, we show set inclusion using a
standard approach by showing every element of the set
FS

∗
k also belongs to the set FSk for all k ∈ Znh−1

0 . Con-
sider k = 0. From Theorem 1, under the augmented
ancillary controller κIS S , we can assert that the position
flow of the perturbed system ψp(τ) for τ ∈ [t, t + ∆T ]
under any input ut ∈ FS

∗
t + k with initial position pt

and (1 − ϵ) confidence, satisfies the following,

ψp(τ)− p∗(τ) ≤ sup
τ∈[t,t+∆T ]

∥δp(τ)∥ ≤ sup
τ∈[t,t+∆T ]

|ρ(τ)| ≤ r∆T .

The above inequality implies, for all ut ∈ FS
∗
0, satis-

faction of the inequality constraints (47d) and (45d) is
equivalent to the statement that the perturbed system’s
position flow ψp(τ) for τ ∈ [t, t + ∆T ] does not intersect
an occupied grid with (1 − ϵ) confidence. Therefore,
control inputs ut ∈ FS

∗
t are also feasible solutions to

optimization problem (45) yielding ut ∈ FSt, meaning
FS

∗
0 ⊆ FS0. For k = 1, we can similarly inspect the

flow generated by the composite input

u(τ) =

ut ∈ FS
∗
t , τ ∈ [t, t + ∆T ]

ut+1 ∈ FS
∗
t+1, τ ∈ [t + ∆T, t + 2∆T ].

5If a input sequences {ut+k}
nh−1
k=0 satisfies the constraints (47b) -

(47f) given current state xt then such input sequence is an element of
the set {F S∗t+k}

nh−1
k=0 , ut+k ∈ FS

∗
t+k for all k ∈ Znh−1

k=0 .
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Building on the result for k = 0, we haveψp(τ) ≤ p∗(τ)+
r2∆T for τ ∈ [t, t+2∆T ] with confidence 1−ϵ. Therefore,
∀ut+1 ∈ FS

∗
t+1 are also member of set FSt+1, yielding

FS
∗
t+1 ⊆ FSt+1. The proof for the remaining k ∈ Znh−1

k=2
follows by induction.

Based on Theorem 2, we now can solve the deter-
ministic optimization problem (47) with an inaccurate
but known nominal model so that it guarantees the de-
sired obstacle avoidance behavior and satisfies the orig-
inal optimization problem (45). Lastly, we assume that
the optimization-based planner receives measurement
updates at every ∆T seconds. Following standard reced-
ing horizon MPC implementation, the planner replans at
the same rates as measurement updates with constraint
(47d) only applied at k = 0 6.

Remark 3. In Theorem 2, a circular robot shape (47e)
can be replaced by a tighter polytopic boundary. In this
case, the cost map introduced in the following section
may become orientation-dependent.

6.2. Discrepancy-Aware MPPI

The nonlinear program (47) can still be numeri-
cally challenging to solve, especially when set O is
represented in a grid map. Therefore, we propose
a discrepancy-aware cost map to encode the obstacle
avoidance constraint (47e). This map facilitates cost
minimization, ensuring robust obstacle avoidance amid
model inaccuracy and vehicle geometry. Consider the
following augmented cost function which combines the
reference tracking cost (44) with a collision penalty,

L = Ltrack +

nh∑
k=1

LC(pk,Cϵ) + αIS S 1∥pt+1−pt∥≥r0 , (48)

where cost function LC : R2 × Rlmap×wmap → R takes
in a position p ∈ R2 and a lmap × wmap sized discrep-
ancy aware cost map to produce a collision cost. The
parameter αIS S ∈ R>0 is chosen large enough to force
the planner to produce a trajectory that satisfies the re-
quirement ∥e0∥ ≤ r0

7.

6Enforcing trajectory level safety, by adding safety distance of
r(k+1)∆T at future horizon steps, k ∈ Znh−1

1 , can lead to overly con-
servative behavior.

7The term αIS S 1∥pt+1−pt∥≥r0 can be dropped if sample trimming is
incorporated where a MPPI sampled trajectory is omitted when the
inequality ∥pt+1 − pt∥ ≥ r0 holds. The authors used a replanning
scheme instead of sample trimming in the experimental validation sec-
tion where if the inequality ∥p1 − p0∥ ≥ r0 holds, a new set of input
discrepancies are sampled until the converse is true.

Algorithm 2: Discrepancy-Aware MPPI
Data: Map parameters Nϵ , rmap, xO,c, yO,c, occupancy

map O, current nominal state xt, goal position
pd

t , cost function parameters: Q, QT , R, αcost,
αshi f t, MPPI parameters Σu, Nsample,λ,αIS S ,
initial control sequence {u}nh−1

0 , and horizon nh.
Result: {x∗i }

nh
i=1, {u∗i }

nh−1
i=0 , usend

Create lmap + 2Nϵ by wmap + 2Nϵ grid map Ĉbu f f er.
Create lmap + 2Nϵ by wmap + 2Nϵ enlarged occupancy

map Ô based on O.
while task not completed do

for i = −Nϵ , i < Nϵ , i + + do
for j = −Nϵ , j < Nϵ , j + + do

Cbu f f er(Nϵ + i : Nϵ + lmap + i − 1,Nϵ + j :

Nϵ + wmap + j − 1)+ =
αshi f tÔ

s
i, j

100(
√

i2+ j2+1)
.

end
end
Cϵ = ⌈Cbu f f er(Nϵ : Nϵ + lmap − 1,Nϵ :

Nϵ + wmap − 1),Ltrack⌉.
for k = 0, k < Nsample − 1, k + + do

Draw δu from N(0,Σu) nh times. for
i = 0, i < nh − 1, i + + do

xi+1 =

xi+g(xi)(min(max(ui+δui,umin),umax)∆t
end
Evaluate the kth MPPI trajectory cost Lk

using (48).
end
Compute the optimal MPPI input sequence
{u∗i }

nh−1
i=0 using equations (25)-(26) with Lk as the

flow costs.
Compute best sampled state trajectory {x∗i }

nh
i=1 and

use x∗1 and x0 to compute polar tracking error ê.
Use (52) to compute the input that will be sent to

actuators.
For i=0 : nh − 2: ui = u∗i+1. Fill u∗nh−1 using

flatness relationship (5).
end

Using the discrete-time nominal model (47b), we
apply MPPI to derive sub-optimal trajectory and in-
put sequences ({x∗t+k,u

∗
t+k}

nh
k=1) of optimization problem

(47) using the importance sampling law (25)-(26) and
the proposed discrepancy-aware cost function (48). To
manage input constraints, we introduce an element-wise
clamping function uclamp = max(min(umax,u),umin)
[10], which does not affect the MPPI algorithm’s con-
vergence. The initial input sequence (warm start) is ob-
tained using the nominal dynamics and flatness proper-
ties as (5). Algorithm 2 describes this process, including
the construction of the cost map Cϵ .
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Figure 6: A pictorial overview of the construction of the
Discrepancy-Aware Cost Map from occupancy map and colli-
sion buffer.

6.3. Discrepancy-Aware Cost Map

Given that the nominal model (47b) focuses on the
UGVs’ center of mass, we account for the vehicle foot-
print via the smallest circumscribing circle with radius,
rego, see Fig. 6. We then enlarge each occupied grid by
rego. Additionally, to accommodate model mismatches,
we further enlarge the grids by r∆T , creating a “col-
lision buffer” around each occupied grid. To encode
this collision buffer in the nominal grid map, we de-
fine Nϵ ≜ ⌈(r∆T + rego)/rmap⌉, a positive integer that
denotes the buffer’s grid size. The discrepancy-aware
cost map can be interpreted as a Nϵ grid “inflation” of
the occupancy map to add a safety buffer between the
ego vehicle and surrounding obstacles (see Fig. 6 for an
example of such inflation to account for the unmodeled
disturbances). The cost map construction is described
in Algorithm 2, with added details in Appendix A.

The discrepancy-aware cost map, denoted as Cϵ , sat-
isfies the following property:

Cϵ(p) ≥ Ltrack iff C(p, r∆T + rego) ∩ O , ∅ (49)

for all positions p ∈ R2 that place in the occupancy map.
For MPPI cost evaluation, we map the position p =

[x, y]T to the corresponding grid indices on Cϵ, calculat-
ingLC(p,Cϵ) as the cost map entry at those grid indices
8.

As an extension to Theorems 1 and 2, we have the fol-
lowing guarantees of the proposed data-driven planning
and control framework.

Corollary 1. Suppose sufficient training samples, S , of
the form (27), are available to calculate Zϵ ,Z⊥ϵ using Al-
gorithm 1 and a user-defined risk-level ϵ ∈ (0, 1). Sup-
pose there exists λ̃1 > 0 such that Theorem 1 holds. Un-
der the same conditions and assumptions as Theorem

8Explicitly, we compute XC = ⌊ x
rmap
+

lmap
2 ⌋ and YC = ⌊

y
rmap
+

wmap
2 ⌋

given pk . Then, LC(pk ,Cϵ ) is the (XC,YC)th entries of Cϵ .

2, a local minimum trajectory {x∗t+k}
nh
k=1 given by input

sequence {u∗t+k}
nh−1
k=0 is obtained using the discrepancy-

aware MPPI algorithm, given by Algorithm 2. Applying
control input

ut = u∗t + κIS S (e0) (50)

is sufficient to avoid the occupied grids in map O with a
minimum (1 − ϵ) confidence, if the following conditions
are satisfied:

• The control inputs ut from Eqn. (50) satisfy input
constraint, i.e. ut ∈ Du.

• The trajectory cost L({x∗k,u
∗
k}

nh−1
k=0 ) < Ltrack.

Proof. Based on the cost assignment of Cϵ , if the
total cost of the planned trajectory L({x∗k,u

∗
k}

nh−1
k=0 ) is

less than Ltrack, we can automatically guarantee that
LC(p∗t+1,Cϵ) ≤ Ltrack, i.e. collision safety with con-
fidence 1 − ϵ. Given the control policy (50) also sat-
isfies the control input limit, we can conclude that the
flow of the perturbed system (30) is within an expanding
maximum track error tube of radius rt, calculated using
(40), along the planned position trajectory {p∗t+k}

1
k=0 with

(1 − ϵ) confidence.

The theoretical guarantees of Corollary 1 serve as
safety validation and verification of the plan and also a
safe controller to be synthesized, as shown in the driver-
assist application in Section 7.

7. Trajectory Tracking with Unknown Obstacles

We first validated the proposed framework through
high-speed trajectory tracking experiments in the pres-
ence of stationary obstacles. These experiments are
conducted using four ground and vehicle configura-
tions, as depicted in Fig. 2.

The UGV is a Flipper Pro by Rover Robotics, with
rego = 0.39 m in the flipper down configuration and
rego = 0.3 m in the flipper up configuration. There
are three stationary boxes in the test field acting as ob-
stacles, strategically placed to test the robot’s obstacle
avoidance capabilities (refer to Fig. 5 for layout details).

We construct a 2D occupancy map centered at (0, 0)
with a 0.05 m grid size, updated at 2 Hz, using a Li-
DAR sensor (VLP-16 by Velodyne) mounted on the
robot. We use a standard occupancy grid mapping al-
gorithm [60] to construct the occupancy map with robot
poses provided by an OptiTrack motion capture sys-
tem. An input limit of vmax = [−2, 2] m/s and ωmax =

[−2, 2] rad/s is enforced. The dead zone is selected to
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Figure 7: Data-driven discrepancy identification results from
configuration B with Tlap = {20, 30, 40, 50} seconds. From the
training set, we plot the absolute unmatched drift against the
input discrepancy norm, observing non-negligible model dis-
crepancy upper bounds. Outliers are observed due to incorrect
π wrapping which can skew the empirical distribution formed
by the nonconformity scores as well as the conformal-driven
discrepancies.

be ρmin = 0.05 m, and the maximum position error is
set to ρmax = 0.5 m, considering the input limits. All
processes are executed by an onboard AMD RyzenT M 9
6900HX CPU computer within a ROS 1 environment.

7.0.1. Training Details
Given that both terrains are flat, model discrepan-

cies are primarily a function of vehicle linear and an-
gular velocities and input time delays. To obtain train-
ing data that captures these discrepancies, we follow
a “Figure-8” trajectory, xd(t) = 2.5 cos(2πt/Tlap) and
yd(t) = 1.25 sin(4πt/Tlap), at four different desired lap
timings without obstacles, denoted as Tlap, for all four
configurations. Tlap takes values of 20, 30, 40, and
50 seconds. We gathered approximately 5 minutes of
data at each configuration, with a sampling rate of 20
Hz. A scatter plot of the identified unmatched and
matched disturbances from the training data is displayed
in Fig. 7 which showed non-negligible model discrep-
ancies, mainly arising from input delays and track slip-
ping. Subsequently, we compute the conformal-driven
upper bounds and establish the maximum tracking devi-
ation radii, presented in Table 1 using sub-sample count
of L = 3000.

7.0.2. Choice of Parameters
The control algorithm operated at a frequency of 20

Hz. The MPPI planning horizon is 1.5 seconds, with an
input noise covariance matrix σu = diag(0.2, 0.2). The
MPPI sample size was chosen to be Nsample = 2000. The
MPPI costs in (44) were selected to be Q = diag(50, 50),

R = diag(1, 1), Q f = diag(200, 200), and αo = αIS S =

10000. The MPPI inverse temperature parameter λ
is chosen to be 0.1. For the cost map, αshi f t = 0.1,
wmap = lmap = 200, and rmap = 0.05 m, with the map
being stationary and centered at the position (0, 0).

Figure 8: Experimental results of 30-second laps “Figure-
8” tracking in the presence of stationary obstacles with test
configurations A, B, C, and D. The black pixels in the back-
grounds for each configuration are the obstacle-occupied grids
from LiDAR measurements. The obstacles are placed to
obstruct the vehicle if not avoided. The unsafe probabil-
ity ϵ ranges for the four configurations are ϵA1 = 0.1760,
ϵA2 = 0.0029, ϵA3 = 0.0010, ϵA4 = 0.0005, ϵB1 = 0.1409,
ϵB2 = 0.0016, ϵB3 = 0.0013, ϵB4 = 0.0011, ϵC1 = 0.1321,
ϵC2 = 0.0024, ϵC3 = 0.0011, ϵC4 = 0.0009, ϵD1 = 0.0031,
ϵD2 = 0.0016, ϵD3 = 0.0012, and ϵD1 = 0.001.

7.0.3. Controller Specifics
The effectiveness of our controller, as outlined in

Theorem 1, is contingent on the existence of the param-
eter, λ̃1. However, the time derivative of the Lyapunov
function in (11) does not depend on the polar error δ,
which implies that λ̃1’s existence cannot be assured. Fo-
cusing on the primary objective of tracking the desired
positions pd(t), we consider the reduced polar coordi-
nate error dynamics as follows:

˙̂e =
d
dt

[
ρ
γ

]
=

[
− cos(γ) 0

sin(γ)
ρ

−1

]
δu = ĝp(ê)δu. (51)

The control input of (51) is u = κ̂(ê) = [v̂, ω̂]T , where
v̂ = k1ρ cos γ and ω̂ = k2γ + k1 sin(γ) cos(γ). With the
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Config
ϵ

Param. 0.001 0.005 0.01

A Zϵ |Z⊥ϵ 0.710 | 0.448 0.423 | 0.025 0.393 | 0.019
r0 | r∆T 0.252 | 0.255 0.090 | 0.090 0.077 | 0.077

B Zϵ |Z⊥ϵ 2.153 | 0.034 0.419 | 0.030 0.381 | 0.026
r0 | r∆T 2.318 | 2.320 0.088 | 0.088 0.073 | 0.073

C Zϵ |Z⊥ϵ 1.113 | 0.032 0.413 | 0.027 0.369 | 0.020
r0|r∆T 0.619 | 0.620 0.085 | 0.085 0.068 | 0.068

D Zϵ |Z⊥ϵ 1.878 | 0.095 0.429 | 0.032 0.401 | 0.031
r0 | r∆T 1.763 | 1.768 0.092 | 0.092 0.080 | 0.081

Table 1: Summary of the offline conformal discrepancy train-
ing results and the augmented controller tracking guarantees
where autonomous trajectory tracking is performed without
obstacles in the four configurations. The training 1 − ϵ confi-
dence upper bounds for ∥du∥ and |dd⊥| is provided at three ϵ
levels using Algorithm 1. Under the augmented control pol-
icy κIS S , we tabulated r0 and r∆T with the choices of ϵ levels.
Note, the identified radii r0, r∆t are in meters.

Lyapunov function V̂ = 1
2 (ρ2+γ2), the controlled system

(51) is exponentially stabilizing to (0, 0) within domain
Dρ \ Ddz × Dγ with ˙̂V ≤ −α3∥ê∥ and α3 =

k2ρdz

2
√

(π/2)2+ρdz
.

Choosing k1 = 0.3 and k2 = 0.15, the perturbed closed-
loop system has a Lipschitz constant lV̂ = π/2, which
is calculated over the input domain. For tracking pur-
poses, the convergence of ê to zero implies achieving
the desired output tracking, i.e., p→ p∗.

Applying Theorem 1 to the reduced polar coordinate
error dynamics in (51), and with our parameter choices,
we obtain α1 = α2 = 0.5. The class K∞ function
α3(V) = 0.0024V is affine. Most importantly, there
exists λ̂1 = 1000 which leads to α̃3(V) = −0.0038V .
With the augmented ancillary controller κ̂IS S = κ̂(ê) −
1
λ̃1

ĝp(ê)T ê, we compute the radii r0 and r∆T for the 4
configurations consolidated, see Table 1. The overall
policy that is sent to the vehicle is:

ucmd = min(max(u∗0 + κ̂IS S ,umin),umax). (52)

7.0.4. Results
The discrepancy-aware MPPI planner is validated by

tracking the same “Figure 8” trajectory used for collect-
ing training data, denoted as pd = (xd(t), yd(t)), with
a lap time of Tlap = 30 sec9. The experimental setup
can be found in Fig. 5. As highlighted in the supple-
mentary video [61], the nominal MPPI planner com-
bined with the nominal controller without accounting
model mismatches, failed to ensure safety, resulting in
a collision with the stationary crates. In contrast, our

9Despite the validation desired trajectory’s geometry matches with
the training set, the vehicle must deviate from the reference trajectory
to avoid the stationary obstacles, covering untrained positions

proposed framework completed the trajectory tracking
tasks across all four vehicle-ground configurations, ef-
fectively handling model mismatches while providing
a verifiable safe traversal confidence level. The exper-
imental results are summarized in Fig. 8 for the four
vehicle-ground configurations of Fig. 2.

A key feature of our approach is the augmentation of
the cost map on a grid basis. We associate each incre-
ment in Nϵ with a specific range of ϵ values, demon-
strating the tunability of our framework. It was ob-
served that lower values of ϵ (approaching zero) induce
a conservative obstacle-avoiding behavior, akin to tra-
ditional robust control methods. Conversely, as ϵ nears
one, the risk-neutral case, the vehicle tracks closely with
the reference path, shows improvements in tracking per-
formance at the cost of safety confidence.

During our analysis, particularly with configurations
B and D of Fig. 2, large model discrepancies for
ϵ = 0.001 are observed. These discrepancies were pre-
dominantly found in datasets characterized by lower lap
speeds, suggesting a correlation with specific state or in-
put conditions. This observation signals the possibilities
of a state and input-dependent discrepancy discussed in
[62], which could potentially provide a more accurate
safety buffer compared to our upper bounds Zϵ and Z⊥ϵ .

7.1. Driver Assist for Collision Avoidance

7.1.1. Human-in-the-Loop Setup
This section explores the application of our proposed

framework in driver-assist scenarios. A driver remotely
operates a UGV robot via a joystick. The driver controls
the vehicle’s linear velocity in the body frame’s x axis
(v joy) and angular velocity in the z axis (ω joy), the same
as the input commands in (1). The driver assist program
aims to follow the joystick commands as closely as pos-
sible while avoiding obstacles up to the specified risk
tolerance.

Drawing from Hugemann’s study on driver reaction
times in road traffic [63], we anticipate a, rather conser-
vative, human reaction time of 1.5 seconds for collision
avoidance. We interpret this 1.5 seconds reaction time
as a 1.5 second ZOH to the most recent joystick com-
mands. Specifically, we replace the desired reference
trajectory with the joystick trajectory {xt+k}

nh
k=1, formu-

lated as

x joy
t+k = xt +

k∑
i=0

g(xt+i)
[
v joy

ω joy

]
∆T, (53)

where k ∈ Znh
1 . To ensure maximum teleoperation con-

trol in collision-free environments, we only provide tra-
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Figure 9: Experimental results of using the proposed framework performing collision avoidance assistance for human drivers.
Based on human-provided joystick commands and a user-chosen risk tolerance ϵ, the collision risk of joystick trajectory based on
current state feedback is evaluated on the proposed discrepancy-aware cost map. If the collision is projected based on the evaluated
cost, the proposed planning and control framework will activate to provide overriding safe commands. Sub-figure (a) is a diagram
that summarizes the driver-assist logic flows. Sub-figures (b1) and (b2) illustrate the scenario for safe joystick inputs where no
collision assist is inactive. Sub-figures (c1) and (c2) illustrate the scenario where the projected joystick trajectory is unsafe and
where the collision assist program is active to provide optimal and safe commands. Sub-figures (d1)-(d6) are the six test subjects’
trajectories in manual mode and driver assist mode.

jectory correction when a collision is imminent based
on the joystick trajectory.

In our experiment, human subjects drive the UGV in
configuration A without a direct view of the test course.
The test drivers rely solely on a 2D occupancy map
for navigating among obstacles, matching the percep-
tion capability of the framework. The human drivers are
tasked to finish the narrow test course without collision
as quickly as possible.

Note, the same training set presented in section 7.0.1
is used in the driver assist application despite the vehi-
cle trajectory does not match the training Figure 8 tra-
jectory to highlight the learned upper bounds Zϵ and Z⊥ϵ
is training trajectory independent.

7.1.2. Driver-Assist Implementation
Using the training result tabulated in table 1, we con-

struct the discrepancy-aware cost map with a risk value
ϵ ranges in (0.0029, 0.0010). We determine a joystick
trajectory cost:

L joy =

nh∑
k=1

α joyLC(pjoy
t+k,Cϵ), (54)

where α joy ∈ R>0 is an adjustable parameter with de-
fault value of 1.0. The cost-to-go and input cost are set
to zero, considering the joystick trajectory itself is the
desired reference. If L joy is less than Ltrack, the joy-
stick trajectory is deemed safe with a confidence level
of 1 − ϵ for the immediate 1.5 seconds. Conversely, if
L joy ≥ Ltrack, there is a potential collision, requiring a
safety override.
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The proposed framework implements the safety over-
ride. We initialized the MPPI algorithm using the joy-
stick input as a warm start, with input perturbation
covariance set as a diagonal matrix of 0.25 m/s and
0.25rad/s for linear and angular velocities. Since the
maximum joystick linear and angular speeds are 2 m/s
and 2 rad/s, a zero-speed (stopping) command can-
not be guaranteed to be sampled. As a solution, we
also add turn-in-place (TIP) motion primitives into the
flow sampling set and MPPI input aggregation, in addi-
tion to the joystick trajectory. Specifically, the joystick
turning command with 0 linear velocity, {uT IP

k }
k=nh−1
k=0 =

[0, ω joy]T , allow the driver to perform heading adjust-
ments freely, but not the vehicle positions because of
potential collision risks in the current heading direction.

With a total MPPI sample size of Nsample = 5000
and inverse temperature λ = 0.05, we allocated and
aggregated 80% of sampled input discrepancies to the
joystick input sequences and the remaining samples to
the TIP motion primitives. Following Algorithm (2) to
compute the associated costs of each sampled flow, we
obtain the collision-assist safety override usa f e

cmd . 10 A
detailed diagram of the collision-assist program is pre-
sented in Fig. (9).

We select parameter α joy to be 1/k2, inversely pro-
portional to the prediction horizon squared. As the
collision-assistance program recalculates at 20 Hz, this
cost decay over future horizon steps is chosen to reduce
planner conservatism.

7.1.3. Results and Discussion
We conducted an experimental comparison with six

human drivers navigating a narrow pathway, with vari-
ous experience levels with joystick operation. Each test
subject drives the same test course twice, once with and
once without the proposed collision assistive program.
The order of the testing is randomized to minimize any
bias due to the driver’s familiarity with the test course.
The test results are tabulated in Table 2, with compara-
tive drive trajectories depicted in Fig. 9.

Based on the tabulated results, we can see the pro-
posed collision-assistive program showed minor im-
provements for rather inexperienced drivers (such as
drivers 1 and 4) who faced challenges during their ini-
tial manual run. Despite the driving sequence being as-
signed randomly, a consistent reduction in driving time
was observed on their second pass, likely attributable to

10We always use the joystick trajectory as a warm start without us-
ing the previous MPPI solution. Such engineering decision is made
to ensure maximum adherence to the driver’s command which can be
discontinuous and far from the previous projected joystick trajectory.

Subj. Seq. # C (M) Tt (M) # C (CA) Tt (CA)
1 M/DA 2 63.7 0 38.8
2 M/DA 0 50.7 1 40.3
3 DA/M 0 41.5 0 44.8
4 M/DA 7 107.5 3 63.6
5 DA/M 0 45.6 0 30.1
6 DA/M 1 35.6 1 28.3

Table 2: Summary of the diver assist program with 6 different
human drivers. Each subject is assigned to attempt to com-
plete the task with either manual mode (M) or the collision as-
sistance mode (CA). The mode experience order is indicated
in the second column. The number of collisions (#C) during
the test drives is recorded and the test drive duration Tt.

the accumulation of track and vehicle knowledge. No-
tably, subjects who initially experienced manual driving
followed by the driver-assist program exhibited percent
drive time improvements of 39.1%, 20.5%, and 40.8%.
Conversely, subjects who first used the assistive pro-
gram and then switched to manual mode showed im-
provements of −8.0%, 34.0%, and 20.5%. This vari-
ance in performance improvement may be attributed to
enhanced driver confidence in collision avoidance due
to the assistive program.

The oral feedback from test subjects on the driver-
assist program was mixed. Positive remarks primarily
center around the program’s effectiveness and the ability
to provide collision-avoiding heading adjustments au-
tomatically. However, several drivers noted counterin-
tuitive instances where the vehicle, under driver-assist
control, executed minor reverse maneuvers despite re-
ceiving forward velocity commands. This behavior is
the result of the model mismatches, where the nomi-
nal model predicts a trajectory leading into high-risk
or collision-prone areas, prompting the program to re-
vert to a safer region. Furthermore, integrating user-
preference-based cost tuning could better tailor indi-
vidual drivers’ preferences in balancing between refer-
ence tracking and collision safety, as suggested in recent
studies [64, 65]. It is important to note that due to the
limited number of participants, we refrain from drawing
statistically significant conclusions from this study.

7.2. Limitation and Future Works

The current limitations of the proposed framework in-
clude potential safety violations in the importance sam-
pling aggregation law [39], a tendency towards plan-
ning overly conservative trajectories, and vulnerability
to training outliers in model discrepancies. Based on
the choice of the inverse temperature λ, λ → ∞ plans
smoother trajectories with equal weighting, and λ → 0
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equates to sample rejection that could lead to instability
[52]. However, sampled input aggregation as λ → ∞
could lead to an unsafe aggregated trajectory where safe
and unsafe trajectories are less distinguished. Never-
theless, λ → 0 prioritizes picking safe trajectories but
may lead to overly conservative and chattered trajecto-
ries from randomly sampled input sequences.

On the discrepancy identification front, conformal
prediction relies on empirical distribution quantiles in-
stead of concentration inequalities, allowing it to be
more sample-efficient. However, in the presence of a
large number of samples, potential outliers, and small
risk tolerance, the identified Zϵ and Z⊥ϵ can be falsely
large, yielding overly conservative results. Sufficient
data set prepossessing might be required to remove out-
liers.

Looking ahead, our future work aims to refine the of-
fline conformal-driven discrepancy upper bound anal-
ysis into an online algorithm. We are also exploring
adaptive conformal prediction methods, akin to the one
detailed in [51], to actively detect distribution shifts
from the training sets due to terrain or environmental
changes. Moreover, a higher fidelity nominal model
such as a learning-based model can be used to enhance
tracking performance. Another future research involves
the theoretical analysis of the discrepancy-aware MPPI
in terms of optimality and recursive feasibility. The au-
thors are also investigating the possibilities of reject-
ing unsafe MPPI trajectory samples, incorporating mo-
tion primitives, and incorporating generalized state con-
straints beyond obstacle avoidance constraints.

8. Conclusion

In summary, this manuscript provides a novel multi-
layered framework that is designed to provide safety-
critical autonomy in the presence of obstacles and
model discrepancies. The discrepancies include poorly
modeled terrain interactions, system delays, and simpli-
fied dynamic models. The framework’s core strategy
involves data-driven discrepancy identification, extract-
ing both matched and unmatched model residuals from
offline data, with minimal assumptions. These identi-
fied discrepancies are then used to augment the vehicle’s
ancillary controller, offering stability assurances for the
closed-loop system. We then complete the framework
with a discrepancy-aware MPPI planner that generates
(sub)optimal and safe reference tracking paths, taking
into account imperfection in actual trajectory tracking
due to model discrepancies.

Our proposed framework is theoretically supported
throughout its construction. By deducing the maximum

tracking error resulting from matched and unmatched
model discrepancies, we ensure safety and robustness
by assessing the interactions between the planner and
controller layers. We also validated the proposed frame-
work through extensive hardware experiments, demon-
strating its effectiveness in trajectory tracking in clut-
tered environments. Additionally, we have successfully
adapted the framework as a driver-assist program, pro-
viding optimal, safe assistive commands in potential
collision scenarios.
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Appendix A. Discrepancy-Aware Cost Map Con-
struction Details

This section details the process of constructing a
discrepancy-aware cost map given an occupancy map
O. For every occupied grid, its neighboring grids within
a distance of (r∆T + rego), referred to as the safety buffer,
will also be considered as occupied grids to ensure ro-
bust obstacle avoidance given model inaccuracy and ve-
hicle geometry.

An enlarged grid map Ô ∈ Rlmap+2Nϵ×wmap+2Nϵ is ini-
tialized, and the nominal map is shifted and aggregated
to form the collision buffer grid map (A.1) and visu-
alized in Figure 1. Specifically, We shift the nominal
occupancy map by Nϵ grids in both column-wise and
row-wise positive and negative directions, as described
in Algorithm 2. In total, there are 4Nϵ + 2 shifted grid
maps which are grid-wise aggregated to obtain the grid
map with collision buffer,

Ôbu f f er ≜
1

4Nϵ + 2

Nϵ∑
i=−Nϵ

Nϵ∑
j=−Nϵ

Ôs
i, j

100
, (A.1)

where we use Ôs
i, j ≜ Ô(Nϵ + i : Nϵ + lmap + i − 1,Nϵ +

j : Nϵ + wmap + j − 1) as the grid shifting operation.
The normalization factor 100 is applied on the enlarged
occupancy maps to obtain a value within [0, 1].

The discrepancy-aware cost map Cϵ is constructed
by applying a tunable cost multiplier αshi f t/Nshi f t,ϵ to
this enlarged occupancy map Ôbu f f er The multiplier
αshi f t/Nshi f t,ϵ to the Nϵ-shifted occupancy maps is a de-
sign parameter where αshi f t ∈ R>0 is a cost multi-
plier similar to αIS S in (48) and the positive integer
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Nshi f t ∈ {1, . . . ,Nϵ} serves as a cost decay. This cost ad-
justment accounts for both conservative obstacle avoid-
ance and model mismatches, ensuring that the true and
uncertain system flow remains collision-free given the
risk tolerance. The final cost map balances obstacle col-
lision penalties and tracking costs (Algorithm 2). The
design parameter αshi f t/Nϵ needs to be lower bounded
by the maximum tracking cost Ltrack to penalize un-
safe trajectories. A larger αshi f t leads to more conser-
vative obstacle avoidance behavior, and a smaller αshi f t

reduces the cost associated with the avoidance of the
safe buffer due to model mismatches. The discrepancy-
aware cost map, denoted as Cϵ (See Algorithm 2), is the
centering lmap and wmap grids of the following enlarged
cost map:

Cbu f f er ≜
Nϵ∑

i=−Nϵ

Nϵ∑
j=−Nϵ

αshi f t/

√
i2 + j2︸    ︷︷    ︸

≜Nshi f t,ϵ

Ôs
i, j. (A.2)

Lastly, we apply a maximum cost map threshold Cϵ =
min(Cϵ , Ltrack) with the maximum tracking cost grid-
wise to even the cost penalty for obstacle collision.
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